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Communicative Pronunciation Teaching and
Its Effects on Learners
Lynn Henrichsen
Anny Fritzen

n the last decade or so, the teaching of
pronunciation has been enjoying a resurgence among TESOL practitioners
(Anderson-Hsieh 1989; Chun 1991; Jones
1997; Morley 1991; Morley 1998a; Murphy
1991; Pennington 1998). Nevertheless, over
the years, the value of direct pronunciation
instruction has also been questionedespecially by those desiring empirical evidence of actual student improvement (de Bot
1980; Leather 1983; Lee, McCune, and Patton
1970; Madden 1983; Purcell and Suter 1980;
Ramirez and Stromquist 1979; Suter 1976;
Taylor 1991; Yule and Macdonald 1995).
While scholars have come to the defense of
pronunciation instruction (Pennington 1998),
a stronger base of empirical data is still needed. Citing Pennington and Richards's (1986)
review of research on pronunciation instruction, Derwing, Munro, and Wiebe lament,
"very little evidence exists as to whether one
focus of pronunciation instruction is superior
to another or even whether any form of
instruction is beneficial at all" (1998,394).
Decades ago, when discussing pronunciation training, Lee, McCune, and Patton
challenged, "we are professionally obligated
either to demonstrate its effectiveness or take
it off the market" (1970, 122). Madden later
echoed, "If specialized training in pronunciation produces no perceptible results, it may
be that ESL teachers should turn their attention elsewhere" (1983, 69). More recently,
Morley reaffirmed the importance of fundamental rationale "questions of whether
pronunciation should (or can) be taught and,
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if so, what should be taught and how" (1991,
481).
In their review of pronunciation research
studies, Pennington and Richards noted that
"differences in results" depended on, among
other factors, "the type of training which was
provided" (1986, 217). For instance, students
in Madden's study, which found no significant differences in pronunciation improvement between adult ESL learners who
received pronunciation training and those
who did not, experienced modeling by the
instructor, auditory discrimination exercises,
and pronunciation drills" (1983, 73). Morley
(1991, 481) later called for "more controlled
studies of changes in learner pronunciation
patterns as the result of specific instructional
procedures." Introducing their own research
on the effects of different types of instruction,
Macdonald, Yule, and Powers (1994, 77)
asserted that "remarkably little is known
about the relative benefits of ... various procedures in terms of perceived improvement."
In recent years, however, researchers
(Derwing, Munro, and Wiebe 1998;
Macdonald, Yule, and Powers 1994; Yule and
Macdonald 1995) have concluded that the
type of pronunciation instruction strongly
influences the kinds of improvement that can
be expected.
Following this line of investigation, we
decided to study the effects of a particular set
of communicative pronunciation teaching
activities. This paper describes our research
and explains the results of the data analysis.
These results are grouped into two
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categories: (1) actual linguistic performance improvements achieved by students and (2) changes in their attitudes
toward pronunciation instruction.
Our research design was loosely patterned after Derwing, Munro, and
Wiebe's (1998) study. We, however,
added an extra rating task to the two
they used. We also conducted a more
detailed analysis of changes in students'
performance and attitudes.
METHOD AND PROCEDURES

Partici pants
The fourteen students (six males,
eight females) in the primary group were
enrolled in an English Language Center
(ELC) level 5/6 listening-speaking class
at Brigham Young University. They
received communicative pronunciation
instruction from one teacher and more
general, speech-oriented instruction from
a second instructor. A second, smaller
comparison group of eight ELC students
(five males, three females) were in a parallel level 5/6 listening-speaking class
taught by a third teacher.
These ELC students came from a variety of native-language backgrounds. The
fourteen students in the primary group
consisted of native speakers of Spanish
(4), Korean (4), Portuguese (2), Japanese
(2), Russian (1), and Chinese (1). The
eight students in the comparison group
were native speakers of Spanish (3),
Portuguese (2), Japanese (1), Korean (1),
and Russian (1).

Instructional Treatment
As noted above, the actual instruction
provided to these ESL students varied
according to the class in which they were
enrolled.
Communicative Pronunciation Teaching
(CPT) Class
The primary group of ELC students
was enrolled in a class that was team
taught by two teachers Monday through

Thursday. Twice a week, one of these
teachers focused on general listening and
speaking skills. On the other days, the
second teacher focused on pronunciation
improvement and used a story-based,
communicative pronunciation teaching
approach characterized by the following
ten features:
1. Correct communication depends on
correct pronunciation (Bowen 1972;
Celce-Murcia 1987; Jones 1997; Joo
1973; Morley 1991; Morley 1998b;
Pennington and Richards 1986; Wong
1985). Further, a mistake in pronunciation may lead to miscommunication
and frustration. Also, the communicative value of suprasegmentals is recognized.
2. Practice is meaningful (Bowen 1972;
Bowen 1975; Celce-Murcia 1987;
Celce-Murcia and Goodwin 1991;
Jones 1997; Joo 1973; Murphy 1991,
60; Pennington and Richards 1986).
As they communicate, students
understand the meaning of what they
are saying and are aware of it as they
practice pronunciation. In other
words, mindless parroting of the
teacher or the use of nonsense words
is avoided.
3. Students often practice pronunciation
in pairs or small groups (Henrichsen
1978 and 1980; Murphy 1991) as they
do in many communicative language
activities. This arrangement contrasts
with the classic pattern of the entire
class repeating after the teacher.
4. Diagnosis of student difficulties precedes instruction 000 1973; Morley
1998b; Henrichsen et al. 2000). Simply
predicting learners' problems based
on their first language is insufficient
(Eckman 1991; Flege 1980; Morley
1991). The initial assessment of each
language learner's speech becomes
an individualized curriculum that
guides learners in selecting units to
work on throughout the course.
5. Raising students' consciousness of
their pronunciation difficulties is an
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important step that leads to
self-responsibility, self-monitoring, and
self-correction. Many researchers and
teachers (Acton 1984; Crawford 1987;
Leather 1983; Morley 1991; Scarcella
and Oxford 1994; Yule, Hoffman, and
Damico 1987; Wong 1985) have
emphasized the importance of these
processes, which allow students to
continue working on their pronunciation outside of class.
Pronunciation instruction and practice target specific sound features that
learners find difficult according to the
initial diagnosis (Henrichsen et al.
2000; Joo 1973; Morley 1998b).
The teacher assumes the role of
speech / pronunciation coach (Morley
1991; Morley 1998b) and abandons
the traditional director role.
Practice progresses through imitative,
rehearsed, and extemporaneous stages
(Morley 1991; Pennington and
Richards 1986). Students receive varied practice opportunities ranging
from very controlled listen-andrepeat activities to independent
communication.
Presentation and practice activities
are varied and enjoyable for students.
That means using a healthy variety of
active learning activities, and, perhaps, using some humor.
Student attention and interest is sustained over the length of time needed
for real improvement to take place
(Acton 1984; Murphy 1991; Parish
1977).

All these characteristics are embodied
in the textbook Pronunciation Matters
(Henrichsen et al. 2000a), which was
used on Tuesdays and Thursdays in the
communicative pronunciation teaching
class (CPT), the "treatment group."
Comparison Group
The teacher of the comparison group
(another level 5/6 listening-speaking
class) did not focus on pronunciation
improvement. Instead, on all four days
each week, the class emphasized listen-
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ing and speaking skills in general. The
teacher and students focused on developing syntactic and lexical accuracy in
speech. Students gave speeches, pair presentations, and group presentations related to units with topics like humor, hobbies, and the twentieth century in
America. In this class, major emphasis
was placed on preparing for a storytelling competition at the end of the
semester. Throughout the entire semester,
the only focus on pronunciation per se
took the form of occasional tonguetwister warm-ups and a few occasions
where the class members read poetry
aloud for stress and rhythm practice.
DATA COLLECTION AND
ANALYSIS

Actual linguistic Performance
The assessment of changes in ESL
students' pronunciation involved three
phases: (1) the recording of ESL students'
speech samples at the beginning and
ending of the semester, (2) the rating of
those samples by a group of graduatestudent raters, and (3) the analysis of
those ratings.
Phase 1- Recording of Speech Samples
The preliminary phase of this
research, the recording of speech samples, was carried out as part of the normal class activities in two ELC classes in
winter semester (January through April)
of 1999. In order to diagnose students'
pronunciation difficulties and determine
the areas where class instruction should
be focused, students' speech was recorded on audio tapes in early January. At the
end of the semester (in April), as part of
their course final examination, the students' speech was recorded again in
order to ascertain the areas where their
pronunciation had improved.
For these recordings, students
engaged in extemporaneous storytelling
based on pictures (Holt 1982), as well as
two reading-aloud activities. The
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readings included a list of forty individual sentences developed and piloted by
Munro and Derwing (1995, 305-6) for
assessing how nonnative speakers'
accents affect comprehensibility in
English. A second reading passage came
from Prator and Robinett's Manual of

American English Pronunciation (1985,
236-37).
In the winter of 2000, three native
speakers of English (two males, one
female) volunteered to record the same
passages that had been recorded by the
ESL learners. The purpose of these
native-speaker recordings was to serve as
a point of comparison for the raters in the
second phase of the research process. All
these participants signed a written consent form to have their speech recorded
and used in the future for educational
research purposes. These normal diagnostic, instructional, and evaluative activities presented no known risks or hazards
to the participants. Furthermore, the
recordings provided the ELC students
with the benefits of a more accurate diagnosis of their pronunciation difficulties
and, therefore, more appropriately targeted instruction. The final recording was
used for determining improvements in
students' speaking performance and their
course grades. A detailed research proposal and the appropriate forms were
submitted to the English Language
Center's Human Subjects Review Board
and approved.
Phase 2 - Rating of Speech Samples
The second phase of this research
involved the rating of the speech samples
recorded in phase 1. Before being rated,
the samples of the audio recordings were
digitized, randomized, and put on compact disks. The order of the speakers and
the order of the recording time-whether
at the beginning or the end of the
course-were both randomized.
Twelve volunteer graduate students
at BYU carried out the rating activities
during winter semester 2000. Some of the
raters were graduate students in TESOL

and had taken a course in English
phonology; the others were students pursuing degrees in a variety of disciplines.
Most of the raters had some experience
learning a foreign language, although
this was not a prerequisite for participation.
The pronunciation rating activity
required the raters to listen to recorded
samples of the nonnative and native
speakers' speech and rate them on a ninepoint scale. There were 144 samples, and
the entire activity took about three hours.
The samples themselves were presented
in a random order, and the identities of
the speakers were not revealed. During
the session, participants listened to one
sample and rated it before listening to the
next one. The native-speaker recordings
were cycled in occasionally to reorient
raters to a native-speaker baseline standard. A complete set of instructions and
procedures for these rating activities, as
well as samples of the rating instruments
themselves, was provided.
Phase 3 - Statistical Analysis of Ratings
After the raters had listened to all the
samples, their responses on the ninepoint rating scale were coded. The encoded data were then analyzed in several
ways. Mean ratings and standard deviations for each speaker were calculated for
each of the six to nine pronunciation subskills on each of the three speaking tasks
(sentence reading, storytelling, and
passage reading). Course-initial and
course-final means were compared using
a multivariate analysis of variance in a
General Linear Model. This analysis of
these audio data revealed the kinds and
degrees of performance improvements in
pronunciation sub-skills achieved by
learners.

ESL Learners' Attitudes toward
Pronunciation
Data from questionnaires administered at the beginning of the course and
from the course evaluation conducted at
its conclusion were examined qualitative-
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ly for evidence of students' attitudes
toward pronunciation instruction.
General attitudinal patterns emerged
during this analysis and were duly noted.
FINDINGS

Actual Linguistic Performance
After the rating process was completed, the data were encoded and analyzed. First, four inter-rater reliability
checks were run-one for each task and
one for all the tasks combined. In every
case, the correlations among raters were
high, generally in the .60 and .70 range,
with a few above .80. All the correlation
coefficients were significant at the 99%
confidence level. These results indicated
a satisfactory degree of inter-rater
reliability.
Next, since the previous step had
established that the judges were all rating
in a similar manner, an overall mean
rater score for each sample was created.
This step greatly reduced the mass of
data and simplified the rest of the analysis process. These mean rater scores were
used in all subsequent analyses.
The next step was to determine if
there were statistically significant differences in the ratings of the samples (a)
recorded at the two different times
(January and April) and (b) spoken by
members of the three speaker groups (the
ESL Listening/Speaking (L/S) class that
received communicative pronunciation
instruction, the ESL L / S class that did not
receive communicative pronunciation
instruction, and the native speakers) for
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each of the three tasks-sentence reading,
storytelling, and passage reading. To
determine this, a General Linear Model
was run for each of the tasks using time,
group, and subskill as the independent
variables. Table 1 shows the F values and
probability level for each of these variables. After finding there were significant
differences according to these variables,
individual means in each of the areas
were compared.

Sentence Reading
The General Linear Model analysis
determined that there were significant
differences in the sentence-reading data
for all three variables-time, group, and
subskill. The time variable compared performances in January and April, and the
difference was significant at the p < .05
level. On this same task, differences
according to group (with three levels)
and subskill (with six levels) were significant at an even higher level (p < .01).
A post hoc analysis of the means and
standard deviations in each of the categories (see results in Table 2) reveals pronunciation improvements for the group
that received communicative pronunciation teaching. From January to April, the
average accentedness rating of students
in the CPT group declined from 6.36 to
6.15 (or .21 points on the nine-point scale)
in subskill area 1, the "Overall
Comprehensibility and Accentedness"
category. (A decrease in score means that
accentedness went down or, in other
words, that pronunciation improved). In
contrast, in this same category, the group
that did not receive communicative

Table 1. Results of General Linear Model
Sentence Reading
F value Probability
Time
Group
Subskill

4.15
920.28
4.49

.043
.000
.001

Storytelling
F value Probability
2.45
1150.07
15.95

.118
.000
.000

Passage Reading
F value Probability
2.93
1637.42
9.70

.087
.000
.000
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Table 2. Sentence Reading Accentedness Rating
Subskills

Times

Groups
1. LIS class
with CPT
N=14
Mean

2. LIS class
without CPT
N=8
Mean

SD

SD

3. Native English
Speakers
N=3
Mean

SO

1. Overall
January
comprehensibility April
and accentedness Difference

6.36
6.15
0.21

0.51
1.00

5.19
5.17
0.02

0.73
0.54

1.00
1.03
-0.03

0.00
0.05

2. Fluency
in general

January
April
Difference

6.26
6.05
0.21

0.77
1.12

5.13
5.10
0.03

0.75
0.60

1.03
1.03
0.00

0.05
0.05

3. Vowel sounds

January
April
Difference

6.45
6.31
0.14

0.44
0.78

5.84
5.51
0.33

0.88
0.35

1.03
1.06
-0.03

0.05
0.05

4. Consonant
sounds

January
April
Difference

6.63
6.49
0.14

0.61
0.72

5.57
5.74
-0.17

0.79
0.71

1.03
1.03
0.00

0.05
0.05

5. Consonant
clusters

January
April
Difference

6.85
6.56
0.29

0.65
0.92

5.91
5.76
0.15

0.92
0.62

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

6. Stress and
intonation

January
April
Difference

6.44
6.09
0.35

0.56
0.84

5.54
5.25
0.29

0.45
0.60

1.08
1.00
0.08

0.08
0.00

Time 1 - Time 2: Mean difference

0.22

pronunciation training experienced a
change of only .02 points, indicating that
there was no real change. Similar patterns occurred in most of the other subskill categories, although there were
exceptions to this trend.
The mean improvement (taking all
the subskill scores together) for the CPT
group was .22 points. For those who did
not receive pronunciation instruction, the
mean difference was half as much, .11
points. As anticipated, there was no
difference in the native speakers' ratings
from Time 1 to Time 2.
The earlier General Linear Model
indicated there were significant changes
in pronunciation over time. The great
majority of those significant differences
occurred in the class that received com-

0.11

0.00

municative pronunciation instruction,
and all those changes were positive. The
small degree of improvement can be
attributed to two factors: (1) the treatment group received communicative pronunciation teaching only two days a
week for only one semester and (2) pronunciation improvement is a long-term
process. In other words, dramatic
changes do not happen quickly.

Storytelling
For the storytelling task, a somewhat
different picture emerges from the statistical analysis. According to the General
Linear Model statistics, the differences
between January and April scores were
not significant. The group and subskill
variables, however, were still significant,
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I TS

EFFECTS ON LEARNERS

Table 3. Storytellin8 Accentedness Rating
Sub skills

Times

Croups
1. LIS class
with CPT
N=14
Mean

1. Overall
January
comprehensibility April
and accentedness Difference

2. LIS class
without CPT
N=8
Mean

SD

SD

3. Native English
Speakers
N=3
Mean

SD

5.86
5.85
0.01

1.17
0.92

5.27
5.07
0.20

0.89
0.84

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

2. Fluency
in general

January
April
Difference

5.68
5.71
-0.03

1.23
.99

5.17
5.14
0.03

0.93
0.96

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

3. Vowel sounds

January
April
Difference

5.80
5.73
0.07

0.85
0.66

5.24
5.23
0.01

0.60
0.62

1.06
1.03
0.03

0.05
0.05

4. Consonant
sounds

January
April
Difference

5.83
5.95
-0.12

0.93
0.75

5.48
5.42
0.06

0.88
0.96

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

5. Consonant
clusters

January
April
Difference

6.14
6.21
-0.07

1.07
0.79

5.73
5.49
0.24

0.88
0.90

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

6. Stress and
intonation

January
April
Difference

6.01
5.94
0.07

1.18
0.96

5.28
5.11
0.17

1.10
0.91

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

7. Reduction and
blending

January
April
Difference

6.92
6.81
0.11

1.14
0.97

6.34
6.25
0.09

1.00
0.77

1.17
1.17
0.00

0.22
0.22

Time I-Time 2: Mean Difference

0.01

as might be expected. For the CPT class
(see Table 3), the means for Time 1 and
Time 2 are nearly the same, and the differences between them hover around
zero. For the other class, there is a more
positive pattern of improvement in every
subskill, and the overall mean difference
is .11.
There are several possible explanations for this pattern. The first explanation for the lack of improvement in the
CPT class's storytelling scores is that
telling stories is a specialized skill that
this class did not focus on as much as the
other group did. Telling an original story

0.11

0.02

from picture prompts requires much
more than correct pronunciation.
Creativity, rhetorical structure, grammar,
and vocabulary all come into play in this
task. When nonnative speakers are working with all these aspects of speech production at once, their pronunciation may
suffer accordingly. For these very reasons, improvement may take longer at
this level of communication.
In contrast to the CPT class, the ESL
class that did not include communicative
pronunciation instruction focused
heavily on storytelling for several weeks
in preparation for a semester-final
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Table 4. Passage Readin8 Accentedness Ratin8
Subskills

Times

Groups
1. LIS class
with CPT
N=14
Mean

2. LIS class
without CPT
N=8
Mean

SD

SD

3. Native English
Speakers
N=3
Mean

SO

1. Overall
January
comprehensibility April
and accentedness Difference

5.77
5.55
0.22

0.83
1.23

4.85
4.88
-0.03

0.59
0.35

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

2. Fluency
in general

January
April
Difference

5.41
5.40
0.01

0.84
1.29

4.58
4.75
-0.17

0.38
0.64

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

3. Vowel sounds

January
April
Difference

5.72
5.54
0.18

0.51
0.87

5.00
4.90
0.10

0.74
0.35

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

4. Consonant
sounds

January
April
Difference

5.74
5.43
0.31

0.66
0.92

5.08
5.00
0.08

0.48
0.24

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

5. Consonant
clusters

January
April
Difference

6.08
5.71
0.37

0.69
0.92

5.32
5.27
0.05

0.49
0.30

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

6. Stress (word
and sentence
level)

January
April
Difference

5.90
5.81
0.09

0.81
1.20

5.08
5.23
-0.15

0.34
0.41

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

7. Intonation

January
April
Difference

5.86
5.87
-0.01

0.79
1.16

5.02
5.28
-0.26

0.50
0.59

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

8. Reduction
and blending

January
April
Difference

6.58
6.45
0.13

0.76
1.29

5.65
5.75
-0.10

0.79
0.23

1.00
1.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

9. Segmentation
(appropriate
pausing)

January
April
Difference

5.97
5.71
0.26

0.72
1.30

4.88
5.05
-0.17

0.57
0.79

1.03
1.00
0.03

0.05
0.00

Time 1 - Time 2: Mean difference
storytelling contest. Thus, it is not surprising that students in this second group
improved the most on the storytelling
task. Nevertheless, the mean improvement was only .11 points, which was not
a significant change.
Another explanation for the lack of
significant Time I-Time 2 differences in
this speaking task has to do with the rat-

0.17

-0.07

0.01

ing of it. It is difficult to rate pronunciation when listening to storytelling sampIes because the language of each story is
original and varies from speaker to
speaker in content, structure, and lexicon.
It is easy for raters to get distracted by
what the speaker is saying or by grammar or vocabulary mistakes. In this
regard, our observation, which may
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benefit future researchers, is that storytelling is not the best task for evaluating
pronunciation improvement.

Passage Reading
The third speaking task used in this
study-but which was not used by
Derwing, Munro, and Wiebe (1998) in
their research-was passage reading. The
results here (see Table 4) were similar to
those produced by the sentence-reading
task. The General Linear Model analysis
of variance found that there were differences according to time, but these were
significant only at the p < .1 level (mean-
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ing that there is less than a ten percent
chance that the conclusion that differences exist is wrong). As Hatch and
Lazarton (1991, 232) explain, such trends
are still worthy of note. As with the other
tasks, in the passage-reading data there
were significant differences according to
group and subskill.
The mean difference in the accentedness rating between January and April was
much greater for the class that received
communicative pronunciation instruction
(.17) than it was for the other class, which
showed no improvement at all for this task
(-0.07). These figures provide additional

Table 5. Individual Student's Accentedness Change Patterns
Student

Sentence Readin~

Class with
CPT

Jan.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

5.61
4.69
6.19
5.32
6.21
6.36
6.94
6.56
7.06
7.40
6.20
6.43
7.15
7.53
6.39
6.64
6.85
6.38
6.32
5.06
6.47
6.35
6.38
6.04
7.56
7.03
5.85
5.92
Mean Difference

Class w/out
CPT
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Apr.

Jan.

Apr.

Diff.
0.92
0.87
0.15
-0.38
-0.34
-0.23
-0.38
-0.25
0.47
1.26
0.12
0.34
0.53
0.07
0.23
Diff.

6.26
5.96
0.30
3.94 4.86 -0.92
5.94
5.86
0.08
5.57 5.74 -0.17
5.67 -0.34
5.33
5.90
4.90
1.00
0.07
5.67 5.60
0.82
5.61
4.79
Mean Difference 0.11

Passa~e Readin~

Storytellin~

Jan.

Apr.

5.43
5.55
4.64
5.30
4.60
5.58
7.23
7.07
7.09
6.65
6.62
6.52
6.44
7.10
6.33
5.86
5.77
6.15
4.65
6.25
7.15
6.82
5.69
5.92
7.20
6.06
4.75
4.24
Mean Difference
Jan.

Apr.

Diff.
-0.12
-0.66
-0.98
0.16
0.44
0.10
0.66
0.47
-0.38
-1.60
0.33
-0.23
1.14
0.51
-0.01
Diff.

5.17
5.31 -0.14
4.51
4.19
0.32
6.55
6.55
0.00
5.44
5.63 -0.19
4.55
4.95 -0.40
5.07
4.89
0.18
6.85
0.29
6.56
5.88
5.02
0.86
Mean Difference 0.12

Jan.

Apr.

5.20
4.53
4.35
3.67
7.00
5.69
6.19
5.79
6.76
7.05
5.88
5.56
7.12
6.97
6.17
5.57
5.96
6.42
5.79
4.70
5.93
5.76
6.26
4.44
6.28
6.95
5.64
4.94
Mean Difference
Jan.

Apr.

Diff.
0.67
0.68
-1.31
-0.40
0.29
0.32
0.15
-0.60
-0.46
1.09
0.17
1.82
-0.67
0.70
0.18
Diff.

4.66
4.96 -0.30
5.69 -0.11
5.58
5.22 -0.79
4.43
0.61
5.44
4.83
4.93
0.23
5.16
Not available
Not available
Not available
Mean Difference -0.07
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support for the hypothesis that communicative pronunciation teaching actually
does lead to significant improvements in
students' pronunciation.

Individual Variation
In their research on the effects of different types of pronunciation teaching,
Yule and Macdonald (1995, 346-48)
found a wide range of individual student
reactions ranging from improvement in
pronunciation to deterioration (see also
Yule, Hoffman, and Damico 1987). Other
researchers and teachers (Miller 2000)
have also discovered that the relationship
between instruction and improvement is
not a simple, straightforward one.
Leather (1983, 205) explains that pronunciation change is a complicated process
involving many variables, such as age
and attitudes.
Looking at individual student scores
in our research (see Table 5), we see a
similar pattern-some individuals made
much more progress than others. There
was a fairly consistent and dramatic
increase in standard deviations (or
spread of scores) in the CPT group from
January to April. A similar pattern cannot
be found in the comparison group. This
phenomenon suggests that communicative pronunciation teaching benefitted
some students more than others, thus
spreading their scores more.
The class that received communicative pronunciation training showed a
large increase in the standard deviation
for nearly every pronunciation subskill
for both the sentence reading and passage reading tasks (see Tables 2 and 4). In
many cases, the standard deviation went
up by half or more and in a few cases it
nearly doubled. For about a third of the
CPT students, the score increases were
dramatic (close to half a point or more).
These students improved much more
than the class mean (.23 for sentence
reading, .18 for passage reading). On the

other hand, in both classes there were
individuals whose scores did not show
any reduction in pronunciation problems
over time. A few even seemed to have
more of an accent at the end of the
course. In light of this somewhat discouraging finding, some reassurance comes
from Yule and Macdonald's conclusion
that "initial deterioration in pronunciation after instruction is not necessarily
the end of the process and that subsequent improvement is not only one of the
possible, but also one of the natural
effects of L2 pronunciation teaching"
(1995, 349). As Miller (2000) expresses it,
"It takes time, practice, and a plan of
action that goes beyond what happens in
class before students complete the
process of transferring new pronunciation to everyday speech."
Overall, these results confirm what
earlier researchers have found-pronunciation instruction can be helpful, but it is
not the only factor that influences student
speech improvement. In a study investigating the effects of different types of
pronunciation instruction, Macdonald,
Yule, and Powers observed that "the individual learner may serve as a more
powerful variable than does the instructional setting in the acquisition of pronunciation (1994, 95-96). Other significant elements include motivation, natural
aptitude for language learning, and the
speaker's native language (d. Purcell and
Suter 1980, 281; Scarcella and Oxford
1994, 224). The data from this study have
not been examined in light of these factors. Nevertheless, even while ignoring
these important considerations, the data
still show that, on the average, communicative pronunciation instruction can
exert an overall positive effect on reducing accentedness in students' speech.
Pronunciation teaching may not be so
hopeless or useless as some have
thought.

COMMUNICATIVE PRONUNCIATION TEACHING AND

Attitudes towards Pronunciation
Instruction
At the beginning of the semester, students in both groups filled out a survey
to give the teacher an idea of their perceived language ability and expectations
for the class. When asked to rate how
much of a problem pronunciation was for
them, all students indicated that they
considered pronunciation to be a fairly
significant problem. They al~o
expressed a strong desire for pronuncIation instruction to be a major component of their listening/ speaking class. In
fact, many of the CPT class members
chose this particular section because
they had heard it would focus on
pronunciation. Student responses to a
questionnaire given at the end of the
semester to students in the CPT class
showed that enthusiasm for pronunciation instruction remained strong.
Answers to open-ended questions,
which asked them to evaluate the pronunciation component of the class,
revealed several general trends.
Regarding the instructional appr~ach,
students indicated that they apprecIated
the individualized instruction that came
from the initial diagnosis of pronunciation problems at the beginning of the
semester. In addition, they liked the
focused, varied, and fun practice. The
text, Pronunciation Matters (Henrichsen
et al. 2000), also received very favorable
comments. In further support for pronunciation training, students indicated
that they wanted even more instruction
focused on pronunciation.
LIMITATIONS

Before stating final conclusions, it is
important to acknowledge a few of ~he
potential limitations of this study. FIrst
of all, because of real-world constraints,
it employed a quasi-experimental,
intact-group design. There was no random assignment of the ESL student
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participants to treatment groups, so
there may have been some preexisting
differences between the two classes
even though they were officially at the
same level. The data, in fact, show that
there were differences in level of accentedness on most tasks at the beginning of
the semester. However, the fact that students were participating in a normal
class (instead of some group artificially
formed for research purposes) added
authenticity to the instructional experience and reduced the chances of other
harmful threats to the study's validity.
Still, this research was conducted with
only two rather small groups of students. While the findings are encouraging, the research questions asked call for
further study with other, larger groups
of English language learners.
Next, there is a possibility of teacher
effect. Since one of the teachers of the
class that received communicative pronunciation instruction was also the
author of the textbook being used, he
might have created greater enthusiasm
for the course. For the same reason, he
also had a more-thorough-than-normal
understanding of the communicative
pronunciation teaching procedures. Of
course, these procedures are explained
in detail in the teacher's manual that
accompanies Pronunciation Matters, s?
other teachers can easily become profIcient in them also. Finally, there is an
unlikely possibility of practice effect on
the speech samples. There was a
sixteen-week lag between the courseinitial and the course-final recordings.
Students did not see the sentences or
the passage in that time. A different passage (Tanner and Carlston 2000) was
used for a mid-term evaluation, and
students had no expectation that the
final passage would be the same as the
first one. There was no focus on the passage itself during the class instruc.tion.
For the storytelling procedure, a dIfferent set of pictures was used for the
course-final recording. This effectively
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eliminated the possibility of practice
effect boosting students' performance
on this task at the end of the semester.
While it might be argued that familiarity with the procedure could have
helped students do better, the scores of
the students in the comparison group,
which showed no improvement in general, provide solid evidence against this
point.
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